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Chapter 1

Box 1.2 Opportunities for NGO Participation in the GEF: A Summary

There is a spectrum of NGO views on the GEF and a wide variety of ways to be involved.
Some NGOs prefer to stay at arm’s length (or further) and comment on its activities; others
participate very closely in a variety of GEF-related activities. Often the different strategies
can complement each other. Below is a list of some specific categories of activities and tar-
gets for NGO participation.

Projects. NGOs can become directly engaged in the development and implementation of
GEF-supported projects, including:

« participating in planning meetings with government officials to design new projects;

- commenting on drafts of project proposals; and

« coordinating or implementing specific aspects of funded projects.

Advocacy. NGOs can also play an important advocacy role around the GEF process (e.g.,
helping to shape GEF policies and priorities). Target areas for such advocacy include:

* Project funding. Decisions to fund (or not fund) proposed projects is a key step in
setting GEF priorities and, in effect, setting unofficial but de facto GEF policies.

* Project development. The types and focus of projects developed will reflect
priorities and key policy issues at the national level.

* Formal GEF policies. The Council adopts formal policies (see Chapter 2) that
influence GEF funding priorities, as well as the GEF process more generally.

* Operational Strategies and Operational Programmes. These two centerpieces of GEF
policy (see Chapters 3 - 7) will be updated periodically.

¢ Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of GEF performance. The ongoing M&E program has
important implications for GEF policy- and priority-setting, and overall effectiveness
(see Chapter 9).

« National appropriations. Donor governments are required to appropriate funds
committed to the GEF during replenishment. Fulfilment of these commitments is a
major area of concern.

provides clear, simple explanations of these terms, along with concrete examples. The guide
provides much of the information in stand-alone formats (e.g., boxes, tables and bulleted lists),
allowing readers to find information quickly.

The overview presented in this Guide is general in nature, and throughout the text there are ref-
erences to official GEF and NGO documents that can provide further detail on specific subjects.
Relevant documents are cited in the form: GEFDOC #3, where the number corresponds to a
specific document in the list of GEF publications in Annex I.

Section | of the guide (Chapters 1 - 9) provides background on the GEF. Section Il (Chapters
10 - 13) outlines specific ways NGOs can participate in the GEF (see also Box 1.1). Finally, a
set of annexes provide additional information for NGOs interested in getting more involved,
including lists of relevant publications and contacts. The back page contains an NGO accredi-
tation form for being added to the GEF Secretariat's mailing list and participating as an “NGO
delegate” to GEF Council meetings.













Chapter 2

provisions for financial mechanisms. Donor governments hoped to avoid a proliferation of new
funding mechanisms, and therefore stressed that one “facility,” administered by existing institu-
tions, serve the various global environmental conventions.

The speed at which the GEF Pilot Phase was established, as well as the reasons behind its
swift creation, generated a number of criticisms and problems:

¢ Institutional arrangements. During the Pilot Phase, the GEF administration was located
within The World Bank, which led to tensions between the Bank and the other [As.
Environmental NGOs argued that GEF funds would give a false appearance of environ
mental benefits (or “greenwash”) to the Bank’s environmentally unfriendly projects,
because of the close association of the GEF with the Bank. This would allow the Bank to
avoid the fundamental changes needed to mainstream environmental concerns in its
lending.

e Governance structure. The complicated governance structure made it difficult to distinguish
a clear line of responsibility or accountability for decisions. NGOs were particularly con
cerned about lack of transparency and the need to see how and why decisions were
being made at all levels of the GEF, from policy to projects.

* Global vs. local. Many NGOs and developing countries were critical of the focus on the
global environment, when there were so many pressing local and national environmentat
concerns.

* Top-down approach. Because of the pressure to allocate funds quickly, many projects were
developed in a top-down fashion that did not reflect national priorities. For exampie, pro
jects already under development by IAs were modified to be eligible for GEF funding.
NGOs and others argued that projects needed to be country-driven (i.e., based upon the
priorities and interests of the host country) in order to secure long-term interest and
sustainability.

Toward the end of the GEF’s Pilot Phase, governments started discussions on whether the GEF
should be continued in a more permanent form, and if so, what changes might be needed.
Governments commissioned the independent evaluation of the GEF, and the results were pre-
sented in December 1993, six months before the end of the Pilot Phase. (GEFDOC #27; See
Chapter 9)

With the end of the Pilot Phase, governments started negotiations to restructure the GEF,
based on the results of the Independent Evaluation. In March 1994, negotiations were con-
cluded. The resulting agreement (generally referred to as the GEF Instrument; GEFDOC #22)
included key institutional changes, universal membership, and greater transparency and
democracy in the governance arrangement. Generally, NGOs supported the restructuring of the
GEF, stressing a number of critical areas where the GEF provides additional values for global
environmental protection.

3. HOW IS THE GEF ORGANISED?

After the Pilot Phase, the structure or organisation of the GEF was revised and set out in the
GEF Instrument (GEFDOC #19). It should be noted that this organisation is not rigid, but
remains flexible as the GEF Secretariat, I1As and other GEF-related entities seek to improve
coordination and communication. Below is a description of the major actors in the GEF process
as outlined in Diagram 2.1, and further contact information is available in Annex Il.



















Chapter 3

Box 3.3 Strategic Considerations for Designing All GEF Activities

GEF activities will be designed to:
- Be consistent with national priorities and, where appropriate, regional initiatives.
» Strive to ensure the sustainability of global environmental benefits.
» Reduce the risk caused by uncertainty.
« Complement traditional development financing.
« Facilitate effective responses by other entities to address global environmental issues.
+ Be environmentally, socially and financially sustainable.
« Avoid the transfer of negative environmental impacts between focal areas.

(GEFDOC #12)

3. THE GENERAL PART OF THE OPERATIONAL STRATEGY

The general part of the OS, which applies to all projects, has two major elements:
« a set of 10 operational principles for developing and implementing the GEF’s work
programme (see Box 3.2); and
+ a set of seven strategic considerations for designing all GEF projects {see Box 3.3).

4. PROGRAMMING OF GEF OPERATIONS

This section of the OS states that GEF operations (or funds) will be programmed in three broad,
interrelated categories:

» Operational Programmes;

« Enabling activities; and

+ Short-term response measures.

Operational Programmes {(OPs) are frameworks for designing, implementing and coordinating a
set of similar projects within a GEF focal area, which together contribute to achieve a global
environmental objective. Ten initial OPs are listed in the Operational Strategy (see Box 3.4). A
significant percentage of GEF funding will be allocated to Operational Programmes.

Box 3.4 List of 10 Initial Operational Programmes by Focal Area

Biodiversity: » Arid and semi-arid ecosystems
« Coastal, marine and freshwater ecosystems {including
wetlands)
» Forest ecosystems
» Mountain ecosystems
Climate change: » Removing barriers to energy conservation and energy
efficiency
+ Promoting the adoption of renewable energy by removing
barriers and reducing implementation costs
* Reducing the long-term costs of low greenhouse gas emitting
energy technologies
International waters: + Waterbody-based program
+ Integrated land and water (multiple focal area)
+ Contaminant-based programme
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Chapter 4

Coastal, marine and freshwater ecosystems {including wetlands). These projects target: coral
reefs, mangroves, lakes, rivers and estuaries, along with other critical aquatic areas, with
particular attention to the needs of tropical islands, integrated coastal area development
and regional cooperation.

Forest ecosystems. These projects involve establishing and strengthening systems of
conservation areas, and demonstration and development of sustainable use methods in
forestry. Projects will focus primarily on tropical and temperate forest ecosystems that are
at risk.

Mountain ecosystems. These projects target mountain ecosystems such as those in Meso-

Box 4.2 The GEF’s Biodiversity Portfolio at a Glance

(This table provides key statistics summarising the current biodiversity portfolio.)

Total allocated funding $597 million
% of total GEF funds allocated to
biodiversity work program 38.0%
Total projects approved for funding 156
» # of global projects (5)
« # of regional projects (11)
» # of national projects (140)

Source: GEF Quarterly Operational Report, June 1997. Aggregate figures for total funds disbursed in each focal area
were not available at time of printing.

Box 4.3 A Sampling of Biodiversity Projects Funded by the GEF

Patagonia Coastal Zone Management Programme for Biodiversity Conservation (Argentina).
With US $5 million in GEF allocations, this project aims to conserve globally significant
Patagonian marine and coastal biodiversity (such as marine mammals) through implement-
ing the protected areas programme of the Patagonian Coastal Zone Management Plan and
by demonstrating the feasibility of “biodiversity-friendly” production practices and methods.

A Highly Decentralized Approach to Biodiversity Protection and Use: The Bangassou Dense
Forest Project (Central African Republic). With US $2.5 million in GEF allocations, and
US $1 million in co-financing, this project will test highly decentralised and participatory
approaches (e.g., community-based management, policy and tenure reforms) for sustain-
able management of the Bangassou Dense Forest—an area of particularly high species and
ecosystem diversity.

Final Consolidation and Conservation of Azraq Wetlands and Dana Wildlands Project {Jordan).
With US $2 million in GEF allocations, and US $1 million in co-financing, this project aims to
develop strategies to protect two key ecosystems—addressing challenges posed by tourism
and associated development —and to strengthen the capacity of a national NGO with a bio-
diversity and protected area mandate.

Conservation and Sustainable Use of Medicinal Plants {Sri Lanka). With US $4.5 million in
GEF allocations, and US $21 million in co-financing, this project will design and implement
a medicinal plants conservation program, which includes support for research, monitoring,
community organising and the development of improved sustainable marketing strategies.

Terra Capital Biodiversity Fund {Regional~Latin America). With US $5 million in GEF allo-
cations, and US $50 million in co-financing, this project supports the establishment of a fund
to make equity/quasi-equity investments in Latin American companies that sustainably use
or protect biodiversity.

17







Chapter 4

Many NGOs have cited projects in the regular lending portfolio of the World Bank as counter-
productive to GEF grants in the same country. Some examples include World Bank commer-
cial forestry loans to the Congo, Laos and Poland, which seem to support unsustainable timber
harvesting and threaten biodiversity.

Underlying causes of biodiversity loss. Many NGOs assert that lasting solutions to biodiversi-
ty conservation problems require addressing underlying causes covering difficult policy and
poverty-related issues, with the meaningful involvement of all stakeholders. They stress that
conflicts and policy disagreement surrounding natural resources and tenure are not likely to be
resolved without the informed consent, participation and empowerment of civil society, local
communities and indigenous peoples.

Global benefits and incremental costs. Many NGOs have asserted that these two concepts
are not particularly applicable to biodiversity projects, since few biodiversity benefits are recog-
nised as global per se, creating difficulties in identifying incremental costs. Many NGOs have
also cited problems in reconciling the country-driven approach mandated by the CBD and the
achievement of global biodiversity benefits, as required by the GEF Instrument.

Ecosystem approach. While the ecosystem programmatic approach has been welcomed
generally, it has received a variety of criticisms. Some NGOs are not pleased that land degra-
dation (deforestation and desertification) and the underlying causes of biodiversity loss are not
tackled more explicitly with reference to the Convention on Desertification. Other NGOs ques-
tion the choice of the four priority ecosystems listed above. Some NGOs have suggested com-
plementing the ecosystem approach with parallel programmatic approaches (e.g., landscape,
habitat or thematic approaches). A landscape approach would allow for an overall land and nat-
ural resource use strategy for a continuum of natural to intensively managed ecosystems. A
habitat approach would be based on a species conservation strategy that would include all of
the ecosystems necessary for that species to survive. Thematic approaches could include
developing programmes on: collaborative or participatory management; economic incentives
and alternative livelihoods for conservation; indigenous knowledge and peoples; wild and
domesticated biodiversity components; underlying causes of biodiversity loss; or other areas.

Prioritisation. Some NGOs have emphasised the need to prioritise ecosystems at a glob-
al, rather than just a national, level. Global prioritisation would promote the protection of biodi-
versity “hot spots” and “megadiversity centres” with high endemism, species richness and lev-
els of threat or vuinerability. Other NGOs question the ability to define globally representative
ecosystems and are concerned that the current GEF approach may focus too much on global
priorities rather than national ones.

CBD COP guidance. NGOs seem to have mixed views as to whether the CBD COP should
provide more detailed guidance to the GEF, and what the priorities of such guidance might be.
For example, should the COP provide more detailed guidance on ways in which the GEF could
support sustainable use or benefit sharing? What would such guidance entail?
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mercially available technologies (e.g., price distortions, lack of information, low management
capabilities and regulatory barriers/biases); and (ii) reducing the costs of promising technolo-
gies, making them more economically viable. While the operational strategy recognises that
long-term reduction of emissions will require the use of technologies that avoid emissions (such
as renewable energy technologies), it also allows for funding of “short-term” fossil fuel projects
(such as supply-side efficiency or coal-to-gas conversion projects). Criteria for these projects
are: cost effectiveness (only projects whose cost per tonne of carbon not emitted is below a
certain ceiling would be eligible); likelihood of success; and whether they are country-driven
(e.g., included in national climate change plans).

2. OPERATIONAL PROGRAMMES

The three operational programmes for long-term mitigation of climate change are:

Removing barriers to energy conservation and energy efficiency. These projects cover, for exam-
ple: developing demand-side management programmes; encouraging supportive legal, regu-
latory and policy changes; and establishing and strengthening integrated resource planning.

Promoting adoption of renewable energy by removing barriers and recurring implementation costs.
These projects cover, for example: on- and off-grid photovoltaic installations, combustion of
agricultural residues to generate heat and power, methane control technologies for waste dis-

Box 5.1 The Climate Change Convention at a Glance

The GEF serves as the financial mechanism of the Climate Convention—an international
agreement committing 168 governments to work together to address the problem of climate
change (e.g., by limiting their emissions of greenhouse gases [GHGs], such as carbon diox-
ide [CO»], methane, and nitrous oxide [N»0]). The ultimate objective is: “stabilisation of
greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous
anthropogenic (human) interference with the climate system.” The convention emphasises
that developed countries are mainly responsible for historic and current emissions and must
take the lead in combating climate change. It recognises that the first priority of developing
countries must be their own economic and social development and that their share of total
global emissions will rise as they industrialise.

All parties must submit information about the quantities of GHGs they emit and about their
national “sinks” (notably forests and oceans). Also, all parties must carry out national pro-
grammes for mitigating climate change and adapting to its effects, and strengthen scientific
and technical research and systematic observation related to the climate system. Finally, all
parties are obligated to promote development and diffusion of relevant technologies and to
undertake educational and public awareness programmes about climate change and its like-
ly effects.

Developed country parties must adopt specific policies to (i) return their levels of GHG emis-
sions to 1990 levels by the year 2000 and (ii) protect and enhance their greenhouse gas
“sinks” and “reservoirs”. At the upcoming December 1997 meeting in Kyoto, Japan, Parties
will likely adopt binding targets and timetables for reducing their GHG emissions. One pro-
posal being discussed is for developed countries to reduce their emissions by 15% com-
pared with 1990 levels by the year 2010. Developed countries must also transfer—to devel-
oping countries—financial and technological resources above and beyond what is already
available through existing development assistance, and help developing countries that are
particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change to meet adaptation costs.
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The Independent Evaluation (GEFDOC #27; see Chapter 9) was rather critical of the climate
change portfolio during the Pilot Phase, particularly with regard to the strategies and criteria for
selecting projects. One of the principal objectives of this focal area was to develop a menu of
technologies that offered the greatest possible emissions reduction at the lowest cost. However,
the political need for a geographical balance in funding projects undercut a focus on countries
with the highest emissions. Another difficulty was that rigorous application of the incremental
cost criteria prevented some support for important activities, such as energy efficiency projects.

Examples of activities that could be funded through the GEF:
« Programmes to promote efficient energy production, distribution and/or consumption.
+ On- and off-grid photovoltaic installations.
» Combustion of agricultural residues to generate heat and power.
» Methane control programs for waste disposal.
» Wind, solar, hydro and geothermal power demonstration projects.
« Programmes to improve demand-side planning for electricity generation.
« Carbon sequestration activities.
» Programmes to reduce market barriers to advanced energy sources (e.g., biomass
power, fuel cells, advanced fossil fuel technologies).
« Technical training related to renewable and high efficiency technologies.
» Programmes to raise public awareness of climate change issues.

4. NGO PERSPECTIVES
Some key NGO perspectives related to the climate change portfolio include:

Funding for fossil fuel projects. Some NGOs believe that the GEF should not fund any activi-
ties involving fossil fuels, especially coal. Others argue that developing countries should be able
to use their own natural resources but should use them as sustainably as possible through tech-
nology transfer and financial assistance. NGOs were generally disappointed in the removal of a
sentence from the final version of the Climate Operational Strategy that stated, The emphasis will
be on renewable energy, and support for applications of fossil fuel technologies will be relatively
modest.”

Transport sector programme. NGOs were generally disappointed in the decision not to create
an operational programme on reducing emissions in the transport sector. However, the GEF
Secretariat is working on such a programme.

Social costs and energy pricing policies. Some NGOs have expressed concern regarding the
social costs of changes in energy pricing policies supported by the GEF. Even small energy price
increases can have significant adverse social impacts for citizens in developing countries.

Targeted research. NGOs have proposed that one particularly important area of research and
analysis should be macroeconomics and other key factors influencing investment in climate
unfriendly technologies (e.g., multilateral development banks, and private, foreign direct invest-
ment).

Catalyst for changes in other processes. NGOs have expressed concern that the Operational
Strategy does not clearly articulate how the GEF should catalyse changes in other processes (e.g.,
multilateral, national and private sector initiatives, particularly those of the World Bank).

NGO participation. In general, NGOs seem relatively satisfied with the level of participation in
climate projects. Examples of country-driven projects with reasonably good participation include
the Jamaica Demand-Side Management Demonstration Project; the Peruvian Project on Technical
Assistance to the Centre for Energy Efficiency; and the Electricity, Fuel and Fertiliser from
Municipal and Industrial Organic Waste in Tanzania: A Demonstration Bio-Gas Plant for Africa.
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The Operational Strategy stresses the need to assist groups of countries in:

» understanding the environmental concerns related to their international waters;
 cooperating in addressing these concerns;
« building institutional capacity to use comprehensive approaches; and
« implementing measures to address priority problems, such as:
—land-based sources of surface and groundwater pollution;
—land degradation affecting international waters;
—pbhysical and ecological degradation of international waters;
—unsustainable exploitation of living resources;
—ship-based sources of chemical washings; and
—alien species introductions.

The international waters focal area—unlike the other three GEF focal areas—is not guided by
a specific convention. There are, however, numerous global and regionai treaties concerning
discrete geographic areas or thematic aspects of international waters that GEF projects are
supposed to take into account.

2. OPERATIONAL PROGRAMMES
The three operational programmes under the international waters focal area are:

Waterbody-based programme. These projects focus on preventing degradation or restoring
the health of a specific international waterbody, such as a river, lake, coastline, groundwater
reservoir or sea. Such projects in freshwater basins could entail: establishing an industrial tox-
ics pre-treatment programme; wetland restoration; and tradable pollution discharge permit sys-
tems to control non-point source, land-based pollution in degraded watersheds. In large marine
ecosystems, projects might include various coastal area management measures, such as
coastal use zoning plans and pollution prevention measures.

Integrated land and water multiple focal area programme. These projects focus on the inte-
gration of land and water resource management to address the degradation of international
waters. However, projects also include those that address the objectives of other GEF focal
areas, or those that are aimed at groups of small island developing states. Three categories of
projects include:

» Integrated international waters and land degradation projects. Priorities for these projects
would be rehabilitation of damaged catchment areas and adoption of sustainable land-
use systems, such as agro-forestry or reforestation projects. Other activities associated
with projects under this category are: improving watershed and catchment management;
sustainable land-use and conservation systems; and changes in sectoral development
and economic policies.

» Projects that meet objectives of other focal areas, but are not necessarily related to land
degradation. Most of these projects would relate to biodiversity, covering, for example,
unique coastal areas, wetlands and coral reefs. Funding is most promising when projects
entail imminent threats and present immediate steps that could be taken to prevent
environmental damage.

- Small island developing state projects. These projects—involving groups of island
states—could entail: integrated freshwater basin/coastal zone management on each
island of the group; activities integrating marine, freshwater, biodiversity, climate change
and land degradation aspects; sustainable management of regional fish stocks; tourism
development; protection of water supplies; addressing land and marine-based sources of
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Examples of activities that could be funded through the GEF:

« Industrial toxics pre-treatment programmes.

» Wetland restoration.

- Implementation of tradable pollution discharge permit systems for control of land-based
pollution in degraded watersheds.

« Joint research on critical ecological processes for large marine ecosystems.

« Integrated coastal area management planning exercises.

- Programmes to promote fishing practices for sustainable management of
regional fish stocks.

« Sustainable coastal tourism programmes.

» Rehabilitation of degraded catchment areas for international river systems.

« Improving watershed management for transborder inland seas.

Box 6.3 A Sampling of International Waters Projects

Sample projects funded by the GEF:

Lake Victoria Environmental Management Project (Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania). With US $35
million in GEF allocations, and US $43 million in co-financing, this project aims to address
major threats facing the Lake Victoria ecosystem, including overfishing, eutrophication and
algae levels, pollution and invasive exotic species, such as the water hyacinth.

Water and Environmental Management in the Aral Sea [Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan,
Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan). With US $12 million in GEF allocations, and US $60 million in
co-financing, this project aims to address causes of water overuse and pollution in the Aral
Sea Basin, and to support the sustainable management and future development of its nat-
ural resources by formalising and implementing the first stage of a regional strategic action
plan.

Developing the Danube River Basin Pollution Reduction Program [Regional). With US $4 mil-
lion in GEF allocations, and US $3.6 million in co-financing, this project aims to foster sus-
tainable environmental management and control of the Danube River Basin.

4. NGO PERSPECTIVES
Some of the key NGO perspectives related to the international waters project portfolio include:

Overly broad scope. With very limited GEF resources allocated to international waters, and
with no single convention to guide it, concerns have been raised by some NGOs that this focal
area is—no pun intended—uwithout focus and at risk of trying to do everything while achieving
nothing.

Focus of objectives. Objectives for international waters are defined in terms of climate
change and biodiversity, rather than identifying specific objectives related to water resources.
Strategic and operational elements are also vague.

Definition of key terms. Critical areas and concepts are not included in the Operational
Strategy, such as aquatic (in addition to marine) ecosystems, integrated watershed manage-
ment (in addition to coastal), and preventive and non-structural approaches.

Insufficient funds. The amount of funding allocated to the international waters focal area
was minimal and has since been fully allotted. Thus, there is currently no possibility of funding
new projects.
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The Strategy also calls for initiat emphasis on projects that:
- achieve the greatest reduction of ODS at lowest cost;
« comply with the Montreal Protocol;
- enable complete phaseout of ODS in entire sectors or countries; and
- provide benefits in other GEF focal areas.

Box 7.1 The Montreal Protocol at a Glance

The Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer is a legally binding inter-
national agreement committing over 160 countries to phase out key ozone depleting sub-
stances (ODS). The protocol mandates specific, quantitative targets (and associated timeta-
bles) for eliminating the production and consumption of these substances, with different
schedules for developed and developing countries. A “Multilateral Fund"— jointly adminis-
tered by the World Bank and UNEP—serves as the financial mechanism to assist develop-
ing country parties in fulfilling their commitments.

The GEF is used to complement the Multilateral Fund—providing assistance to (i) Central
and Eastern European countries ineligible for Multilateral Fund support (i.e., if they exceed
a threshold of 0.3 kg per capita of ozone depleting emissions); and (i) developing countries
that are eligible for Multilateral Fund support, provided GEF assistance is used for projects
not eligible under the Montreal Protocol.

Box 7.2 The GEF’s Ozone Portfolio at a Glance

(This table provides key statistics summarising the current ozone portfolio.)

Total allocated funding US $111 million
% of total GEF funds allocated to

ozone work program 7.0%
Total projects approved for funding 11

- # of global projects (0)

» # of regional projects (1)

« # of national projects (10)

Source: GEF Quarterly Operational Report, June 1997.Aggregate figures for total funds disbursed in each focal area
were not available at time of printing.

2. OPERATIONAL PROGRAMMES

Because of the short deadlines for phaseout of ODS mandated in the Montreal Protocol and its
amendments, operational programmes for ozone depletion were not developed. All proposed
projects will be considered under criteria for short-term response measures.

3. SUMMARY OF OZONE PORTFOLIO

The Pilot Phase. During the Pilot Phase, the GEF funded a very limited number of ozone pro-
jects. Consequently, the Independent Evaluation (GEFDOC #27) paid minimal attention to the
ozone portfolio, given the limited number of projects in the focal area. The main problem iden-
tified was:

29







Chapter 7

potentials—are available. The project would have been approved if an NGO had not publicly
confronted the Bank and the GEF Council by pointing out the policy violation.

This incident points to wider and more fundamental NGO concerns that GEF structures,
designed to ensure project appropriateness and consistency with the GEF mandate (e.g., GEF
Operations Committee, Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel, and the Monitoring and
Evaluation Unit) are either insufficiently independent and/or inadequately empowered to pre-
vent powerful interests from promoting inappropriate technologies.

Transitional substances. Many NGOs have been critical of the short-term approach of
the GEF’s Ozone Operational Strategy because it funds the use of substances that deplete the
ozone layer, although to a lesser extent than the substances they replace. These substances,
deemed “transitional,” will necessitate a second conversion at additional cost at a later date as
required under the terms of the Montreal Protocol. However, the GEF does not require those
promoting transitional substances to cost out the second conversion. By effectively ignoring the
future costs of transitional technologies, their use can be falsely justified on cost-effective
grounds.

Some NGOs believe that vested interests in the GEF are attempting to use the flawed
short-term cost-effectiveness criteria to shut out more environmentally appropriate, widely
available and non-proprietary alternatives. These technologies may be more expensive initial-
ly but over the longer term become much more cost-effective.
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The project cycle has three main phases encompassing six steps. The first phase covers project
identification to approval by the GEF Council; the second covers Council approval to Implementing
Agency approval; and the third covers project start up, implementation, and completion.

2. STEPS IN THE PROJECT CYCLE

Phase 1: From project concept to council approval

Step 1: Project concept identification and preparation
Step 2: Inclusion of project in proposed work programme for consideration by the
GEF Council

As a first step, this phase involves the development of ideas into project proposals that meet
national and local priorities and are eligible for GEF funding. This is usually coordinated by
national operational focal points, usually a person or office in a relevant government depart-
ment who liaises with the GEF on all projects. The responsibilities of the focal point during this
phase are to:

« act as the principal contact point for all GEF activities and communications;

» review proposed project ideas and concepts, taking into account their consistency with
national programmes and priorities, the country’s participation in the relevant
conventions, etc.; and

« facilitate broad-based, as well as project specific, consultations, involving all major
stakeholders groups. (A full project proposal must list all the consultations that have been
undertaken with major groups and local communities.)

During this first step, the Implementing Agencies (IAs) work with the national operational focal
points to develop project ideas and prepare project proposals.

Once a potential project has been identified, it usually needs further preparation before a full
project proposal can be developed. Funding to assist with project preparation is available
through the GEF Project Preparation and Development Facility (PDF), which has three funding
thresholds, known as “blocks.” Biock A funds (up to US $25,000) would be available at very
early stages of project identification. Block B (up to US $350,000) would be used for complet-
ing project proposals and preparing necessary supporting documentation. Finally, Block C
funds (up to US $1 million) would be used in large scale projects to complete technical design
and feasibility studies. Each block has its own documentation requirements and approval lev-
els. (GEFDOC #16)

Once a full project proposal has been prepared and received government endorsement, then
an expert chosen from a list approved by the GEF’s Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel
(STAP) must review the project from a scientific and technical perspective. GEF Secretariat
staff then meet with each IA to review its projects (the meetings are termed “bilaterals”), and
provide a recommendation to the GEF’s chief executive officer (CEO) as to which should be
included in a proposed “work programme” for submission to the Council. The Council consid-
ers four proposed work programmes per year: two at Council meetings and two between meet-
ings. Approval of the work programme by the Council, does not necessarily mean that the pro-
jects are ready to be implemented and that the funds will be released immediately. Council
approval, rather, is a green light for further preparation.

During Council meetings, Council members are asked to limit their comments on proposed
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their obligations under the Biodiversity and Climate Conventions?);

» institutional issues and procedures (e.g., how well are the institutions involved in the GEF
coordinating and communicating their activities? Is the GEF encouraging mainstreaming
of environmental concerns into the programs of the GEF 1As); and

- programming efforts (e.g., are Council decisions and guidance from the Biodiversity and
Climate Conventions being operationalised effectively? How effective is the project
selection process, especially in regards to identifying systems for learning and replicating
promising approaches?).

The study will also include an annex to document and assess the GEF’s follow-up to the rec-
ommendations from the 1994 Independent Evaluation of the Pilot Phase. (GEFDOC #27)
Information on GEF projects collected in 16 countries will provide the basic inputs for analysis.
An Expert Advisory Panel has been formed to review the work of this study (as well as the study
on Evaluation of Lessons Learned described below) and to assure that the final report is com-
prehensive and independent.

Evaluation of Lessons Learned. In conjunction with the Overall GEF Performance Study, the
Evaluation of Lessons Learned will assess the experience of projects approved during the Pilot
Phase to determine what factors have been most important to their success or failure. Building
on the PIRs and information from documents and interviews with GEF and |A staff, as well as
NGOs, the study team has already identified three priority lessons during the first phase of the
project:

» Considerable effort/time must be devoted to building partnerships and understanding
among project implementors and communities.

« Coordination of local activities by individual projects with national policies and priorities is
necessary to ensure that linkages between local efforts and globa! environmental
benfits can be made and sustained.

+ Involvement of private businesses and other organisations engaged in economic
activities in the design and implementation of projects can help ensure the project efforts
are sustained, which often requires innovative approaches.

The second phase of the study will focus on these three lessons, examining the experience of
selected Pilot Phase projects to better understand their dynamics.

3. NGO PERSPECTIVES

NGOs have advocated the need for independent evaluations of the GEF’s overall performance,
as well as evaluations of specific project lessons. For many NGOs, systematic monitoring and
evaluation of GEF projects and dissemination of results has been too slow and has not con-
tributed enough to the international learning process on how to address global environmental
problems. As such, many feel that the current studies should start with the results of the 1994
Independent Evaluation as a departure point or baseline from which to assess the ability of the
GEF and |As to respond to initial criticisms. (GEFDOC #27) However, the studies’ inception
report and terms of reference only included one line regarding use of the Independent
Evaluation. Additionally, many NGOs have stressed that to maintain their independence the
study teams should report directly to the GEF Council, as opposed to the GEF’s senior M&E
officer.
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easily dismissed; and

« coordinate with an international NGO network to help ensure that the review reaches the
GEF Council (e.g., through an NGO-GEF Consultation or GEF Council meeting in
Washington, D.C.; see Chapter 11).

4. SMALL- AND MEDIUM-SIZE GRANTS PROGRAMME: OPPORTUNITIES FOR
NGO IMPLEMENTATION

The Small and Medium-Size Grant windows present some of the best opportunities for NGO
implementation of GEF projects.

Small Grant Projects. UNDP oversees a Small Grants Programme (SGP) for projects cost-
ing up to US $50,000. The SGP is designed exclusively to support projects implemented by
NGOs—particularly community-based organisations. (GEFDOC #3) SGPs currently operate in
33 countries with plans for expansion to 13 more during 1997-98. (See Box 10.3) These pro-
grammes are managed by National Coordinators—either an NGO representative or an official
based in the local UNDP office. National Coordinators are supported by National Selection
Committees composed of other NGO representatives, as well as government and UNDP rep-
resentatives. The latter two act as observers but participate as requested by the Committee s
NGO members. These National Selection Committees review and approve Small Grant Project
proposals for inclusion in the national GEF/SGP work programme.

The principal objectives of the SGP are to:

» demonstrate community-level strategies and technologies that can contribute to
reducing threats to the global environment if they are replicated over time;

» draw lessons from community-level experience and support the spread of successful
community-level strategies and innovations among community groups and NGOs, host
governments, the GEF, development aid agencies and others working on a larger scale; and

» build partnerships and networks of local stakeholders to support and strengthen the
capacities of community groups and NGOs to address environmental problems and
promote sustainable development.

Box 10.3 Countries with GEF Small Grants Programmes

Africa: Botswana, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Cote d'lvoire, Ghana, Kenya, Mali, Mauritius,
Senegal, Zimbabwe

Arab States and North Africa: Egypt, Jordan, Tunisia

Asia and Pacific: India, Indonesia, Nepal, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Philippines, Sri
Lanka, Thailand

Europe and countries in transition: Poland, Turkey

Latin America and Caribbean: Barbados, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica,
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Mexico, Trinidad and Tobago.

In 1997-98 the programme is being extended to Albania, Bhutan, Guatemala, Indochina
(Cambodia, Laos, Vietnam), Kazakhstan, Malaysia, Morocco, Peru, Tanzania, Uganda and
the Palestine Authority. To find out more about the GEF-UNDP SGP and the National
Selection Committees in your country, contact your local UNDP office. For information that
is not region specific and concerns policy issues, you may contact SGP headquarters at
UNDP. (See Annex Ii)
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implementation? For example, does a proposed international waters project on integrated
coastal zone management involve the relevant coastal communities and artisanal fisher
groups?

Social impacts. What are the potential social impacts of the proposed project? For exam-
ple, what are the employment and income implications of a proposed energy efficiency project?
What are the land tenure implications for local and indigenous communities of a proposed pro-
ject to establish a new protected area?

Another funding issue for NGOs to consider is procurement-reform. Procurement is the way in
which project funds, once approved, are delivered by the GEF 1As to the executing agency.
NGOs have generally criticised this process as inefficient and time-consuming. The situation is
especially difficult for NGO executing agencies that do not have financial resources to “front”
the money for project activities and then receive reimbursement. Such criticisms are being
addressed through the Medium-Size Grants Programme, and a GEF task force is also looking
into the issue.

3. FORMAL GEF POLICIES

NGOs can help shape formal GEF policies, including strengthening existing policies and
catalysing the adoption of new policies.

Strengthening existing policies. Several policies have been formally adopted by the Council
(see Chapter 2). NGOs could catalyse reviews of these policies and help formulate revisions to
strengthen them. Some illustrative examples of such revisions that have been proposed by var-
ious NGOs in the past include:

» Incremental costs. Ensure that countries with “environmentally progressive”
baseline activities are not penalised.

* Financing modalities. Allow for concessional or contingency loans in
targeted areas.

» Monitoring and evaluation (M&E). Require a more unified M&E system,
covering all levels of the GEF; keep under periodic review the effectiveness of the
current A structure of the GEF.

 Public involvement. Require that all projects entail specific and documented forms
of stakeholder participation, and set out operational guidelines for public involvement
throughout the project cycle.

Catalysing new policies. NGOs could catalyse new GEF policies. Some options that may be
worth considering include:

» Social policy;

» Indigenous peoples policy;

» Procurement (disbursement of funds) policy for 1As;
+ Capacity building and training policy; and

* Trust fund policy.

4. OPERATIONAL STRATEGIES (OS) AND OPERATIONAL PROGRAMMES (OP)

The OS and OP are viewed as “living documents” and will be periodically updated, based on
experience gained, further guidance from the Conferences of the Parties (COPs) to the
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be accredited with the GEF, which involves a very simple process (see accreditation form
inserted on the back page of this guide). GEF-accredited NGOs will receive background docu-
ments for future Council meetings and other information on GEF activities.

NGO activities. There are a number of activities undertaken by NGOs around GEF Council
meetings, some involving information-sharing and networking, while others are more advoca-
cy-oriented. These activities include:

49

* An NGO strategy session two days before the Council meeting, to discuss concerns, strate
gies and positions on various agenda items; to begin developing NGO statements for pre
sentation to the Council; etc.

* An NGO-GEF consultation the day before the Council meeting, providing a forum for
exchanging views, positions and concerns with government officials and representatives
of the GEF Secretariat and IAs. NGOs present case studies, outlining concerns and per
spectives on specific GEF projects in their regions.

* Presentation of statements (“interventions”) during official sessions of the Council meeting,
detailing NGO views on various agenda items. NGOs generally agree that short inter
ventions with a few well-chosen points, backed by good examples, have a greater impact
than those that voice more general concerns.

» Lobbying Council members often invoives private discussions “in the corridors” before offi
cial agenda item discussions. Such lobbying is generally more effective if groundwork is
laid well before Council meetings (e.g., communications with Council members as they
prepare their position papers at home).

» Writing a report of the results of the Council meeting. NGOs will often cover specific issues
of interest during the Council meeting and write reports on these issues. The internation
al focal point (see Chapter 13) usually integrates these into one summary report, which
is distributed widely to the international NGO community.

« Serving on official government delegations is an arrangement that is usually worked out well
ahead of time with relevant government officials
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Box 12.1 The GEF and the World Bank’s Inspection Panel

In 1994, a still little known office opened its doors in Washington, D.C. It houses the World
Bank's Inspection Panel, whose sole mandate is to listen to people who may have been neg-
atively affected by Bank-financed projects that have not complied with Bank policies and
rules. While the Resolution which created the Inspection Panel does not refer explicitly to the
GEF, the World Bank's General Counsel established that World Bank GEF activities should
not be shielded from the Inspection Panel’s scrutiny.

The establishment of the Independent Inspection Panel represents an unprecedented break-
through in promoting the accountability of the World Bank to the people who are its intend-
ed beneficiaries—the poor in developing countries. The World Bank’'s Board of Directors
established the panel, after nearly a decade of work by NGOs in many countries that
painstakingly documented how Bank-financed projects often lead to severe environmental
and social problems.

Environmental projects (e.g., GEF projects) are often hamstrung by the same kind of prob-
lems that make many development projects fail. These can include a lack of meaningful con-
sultation with people affected by the project and the development agency’s focus on making
big loans to governments rather than preparing high quality projects. Well-intentioned pro-
jects to protect biodiversity, for example, may single-mindedly focus on biological data and
ignore the complex socio-economic and political situation in a project area. For example,
local communities are often blamed for environmental degradation, when a more careful
analysis would reveal that threats from financial investments and governmental policies are
far more substantial.

Until the establishment of the Inspection Panel, local people had little recourse when their
own governments were not responsive to their plight. Today, when World Bank and GEF
financing is involved in a project causing environmental and social harm, affected people can
turn to the Inspection Panel. Any group of two or more people in the borrowing country who
are, or fear that they may be, negatively affected by a World Bank project can send a com-
plaint to the Inspection Panel. Technically, this group of people would have to state which
World Bank policy or procedure is not being followed (e.g., information disclosure and envi-
ronmental impact assessment policies).

In such cases, local people, or the NGOs that work with them, may address their complaint
with a request for investigation to the Inspection Panel. The Inspection Panel will then exam-
ine the case and decide whether to recommend a full investigation to The World Bank’s
Board of Directors, which retains ultimate decision-making power.

For more information, contact:
The Inspection Panel, 1818 H Street, NW, Washington, DC 20433 USA
Tel: +1-202-458.5200; Fax: +1-202-522.0916; E-mail: ipanel@worldbank.org

(Prepared by Korinna Horta,Environmental Defense Fund)

* COP reviews of GEF effectiveness. The COPs will periodically review the effectiveness of the
GEF as the financial mechanism for their conventions. NGOs can (i) help shape how
these reviews are conducted (e.g., what specific criteria and indicators are used in the
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ANNEX I: LIST OF PUBLICATIONS

Note on Availability:

The enclosed list contains a number of documents from the GEF, its Implementing Agencies
(IAs) and NGOs, which may be useful for more detail on issues raised in this Guide. GEF doc-
uments are available from a number of sources, including: their Web site (http://www.world-
bank.org/html/gef/), national GEF focal points or local IA offices, the GEF Secretariat and the
IA headquarters. For NGO materials contact the institution listed in the citation. Annexes Il and
Il provide additional contact information for the key individuals and major institutions working
around the GEF.

General GEF documents

GEF Quarterly Operational Reports. These provide brief descriptions of all GEF projects
and their status, as well as statistics on allocation of GEF funds. They also contain a list with
the names and addresses of all GEF Secretariat and |A staff, including the task (project) man-
agers, as well as a list of published documents. If you are accredited to the GEF, you will
receive the reports automatically.

GEF Council Meeting Documents. These include policy documents for GEF operations;
information documents reporting to the Council on specific aspects of GEF activities; and the
proposed Work Programme, containing all project proposals up for review. After each meeting,
a summary (Joint Summary of the Chairs) is published, which lists the meeting’s decisions and
main points. Documents are denoted in the form GEF/C.6/2, which corresponds to the sequen-
tial set of documents (in this case, #6) and the document number within that set (#2).

GEF Working Papers. These papers provide more specific information on methodological
approaches, and scientific, technical, policy and strategic matters. Some of these are listed
below, and complete listings are included in the GEF Quarterly Operational Reports.

Project Documents. These contain specific information on projects, such as objectives,
activities, implementation plans and budgets. They are not usually published by the GEF until
after a project has been negotiated and approved. However, it is often possible to get drafts of
these project documents, as well as technical annexes, from IA staff.

GEF publications of interest to NGOs

GEFDOC # & publication

GEF. July 1997. Global Environmental Facility: Medium-sized Project Kit.

GEF. July 1997. Progress Report: Study of GEF Project Lessons.

GEF. June 1997. The Global Environment Facility Small Grants Programme.

GEF. April 1997. Follow-up Action to the STAP Workshop on Land Degradation.
CouncilMeeting (GEF/C.9/6).

GEF. April 1997. Joint Summary of the Chairs: GEF Council Meeting, April 30 - May 1,
1997. Council Meeting (GEF/C.9/9/Rev.1).

6. GEF. April 1997. Principles for GEF Financing of Targeted Research. Council Meeting
(GEF/C.9/5).

GEF. April 1997. GEF Operational Programs.

GEF. March 1997. Terms of Reference: For Study of GEF’s Overall Performance.
GEF. October 1996. Framework and Work Program for GEF’s Monitoring, Evaluation
and Dissemination Activities. Council Meeting (GEF/C.8/4).

10. GEF. June 1996. Public Involvement in GEF-Financed Projects.

11, GEF. March 1996. The GEF Project Cycle.

12. GEF. 1996. Operational Strategy.

13. GEF. October 1995. Engaging the Private Sector. Council Meeting (GEF/C.6/Inf.4).
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GEF and the NGO Community. Available as GEF Council Meeting Document (GEF/C.7/Inf.8).

Griffin, Jeff. 1997. De-Mystifying the Global Environment Facility (GEF): A User’s Guide to
Getting Funding for Biodiversity and International Waters Projects. Contact: IUCN-US.

IUCN. 1995. Commentaries on Draft GEF Operational Strategies for International Waters
and Biodiversity. Contact: IUCN-US.

Jordan, Andrew. 1994. The Global Environment Facility, The Financial Mechanism of the
Convention on Climate Change and the Role Played by Eastern European Countries. In
Ciimate Change and the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. Contact: Polish
Ecological Club.

Mittermeier, R. A. & |. Bowles. May 1993. The GEF and Biodiversity Conservation: Lessons
to Date and Recommendations for Future Action. Contact: Conservation International.

Reed, David. The Global Environment Facility: Sharing Responsibility for the Biosphere.
Contact: WWF International Policy Office.

Wells, Michael. March 1996. NGO Participation in World Bank GEF Projects: A Report for
the GEF-NGO Working Group. Contact: M. Wells (Tel: +47-32-841542; Fax: +47-32-840827;
E-mail: michaelw@sn.no).

Wolf, A. and D. Reed, 1993. The Global Environmental Facility: Incremental Cost Analysis
in Addressing Global Environmental Problems. Contact: WWF International Policy Office.

WWEF International. The Southern Green Fund: Views from the South on the Global
Environment Facility. Contact: WWF Conservation Policy Division (Ave du Mont-Blanc, CH-
1196, Gland, Switzerland; Tel: +41-22-364.9111; Fax: +41-22-364.5829; E-mail: postmas-
ter@wwfnet.org).
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ANNEX Ill: NGO CONTACTS

The 1997 GEF-NGO Network:

The GEF-NGO Network is an experimental network of regional NGO focal points and central contact
points interested in the GEF. It coordinates NGO self-selection of delegates to biannual GEF NGO
Consultations; coordinates policy- and project-specific inputs to the GEF Council; and facilitates informa-
tion dissemination and dialogue about the GEF with NGOs in five regions, covering the world.

Central Contact Point

Mersie Ejigu or Rohit Burman

IUCN The World Conservation Union

1400 16th Street NW, Suite 502

Washington DC, 20036 USA

Tel: +1-202-797.5454 Fax: +1-202-797.5461
E-mail: asteiner@iucnus.org

E-mail: brohit@iucnus.org

AFRICA

East and Southern Africa

Grace Akumu

Climate Network Africa  CNA

P.O. Box 76406, Nairobi, Kenya

Tel: +254-2-545.241 Fax: +254-2-559.122
E-mail: cna@elci.gn.apc.org

West and Central Africa

William Appiah,

Third World Network

TWN Africa Secretariat

P.O. Box 8604, Accra-North, Ghana
Tel: +233-21-201.064 or 231.688
Fax: +233-21-231.687 or 773.857
E-mail: isodec@mantse.ncs.com.gh

North Africa/Middle East

Dr. Magdi Allam (Egypt) or Gidon Bromberg
(Israel)

EcoPeace

2 El-Akhtal St., East Jerusalem, 97400

P.O. Box 55302, Israe!

Tel: +972-2-626.0841/3 Fax: +972-2-626.0840
E-mail: ecopeace@netvision.net.il

ASIA

South Asia

Neena Singh

Centre for Science and the Environment

41 Tughlakabad Institutional Area

New Delhi 110 062, India

Tel: +91-11-698.1110/3394 Fax: +91-11-698.5879
E-mail: neena%cse@sdalt.ernet.in
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Southeast Asia

Manuel Satorre

Asia-Pacific Forum of Environmental Journalists
Holy Family Village Il

Banilad, Cebu City 6000, Philippines

Tel: +63-32-346.2786 Fax: +63-32-253.7101
E-mail: satorre@durian.usc.edu.ph or
peji@nexus.com.ph

LATIN AMERICA

Latin America

Liliana Hisas

Fundacion Ecologica Universal

Sarmiento 1334, Buenos Aires (1041), Argentina
Tel/Fax: +541-542.8396

E-mail: feuarg@pinos.com

CARIBBEAN

Atherton Martin

The Dominican Conservation Foundation
P.O. Box 109, Roseau, Dominica

Tel: +809-448.4334 Fax: +809-448.3855

EUROPE

Western Europe

Rob Lake

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds

The Lodge, Sandy, Beds.

SG19 2DL, United Kingdom

Tel: +441-767-683355 x2254 Fax: +441-767-
691178

E-mail: Rob.Lake@rspb.org.uk

Eastern Europe

Alexei Gregoriev

SocioEcological Union

Tolbukhina, 4-2-21, Moscow 121596, Russia
Tel/Fax: +7-095-298.3087

E-mail: grig@glas.apc.org

Ivan Gyulai

CEE Working Group for Enhancement of
Biodiversity

3525 Miskole, Kossuth, 13, Hungary

Tel: +36-46-349.806 Fax: +36-46-352.010
E-mail: biodivhu@mail. matav.hu
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GLOBAL
ENVIRONMENT
FACILITY
1818 H Street NW, Washington, DC 20433 USA
Telephone: +1-202-473.0508
Fax: +1-202-522.3240

NGO ACCREDITATION FORM
1. NGOs desiring to be accredited to the GEF for purposes of receiving documentation,
participating in NGO consultations and attending Council meetings, may apply to the GEF
Secretariat for this purpose.
2. All applications must be signed by the chief executive officer or an authorised senior
official of the NGO and must be accompanied by information on the organisation’s
competence and relevance to the work of the GEF.
3. On the basis of the information provided in this form, the CEQO of the GEF will accredit any
NGO that has fuffilled the above requirements.
e Name of organisation . .. .. .. ... .

e Date of establishment . . . .. e

o Telephone/fax/emall . . .. .. e e
* Purpose of Organisation . .. ... ...
» Country or countries in which organisationis active . . ... .. .. .. . . . .

» Particular areas of the GEF to which organisation’s competence and relevance pertains .. ........... .. ... ........

« Information on programmes and activities of organisation in areas that are relevant to the
GEF and country/ies in which they are carried out . .. ... . e

In respect to membership organisations:
+ Description of membership, indicating total numbers and their geographical distribution .. ...... ... .. ... . .. .. ...

Please attach copies of:
¢ Annual reports
« Financial statements

Name and signature of CEO/senior official of NGO . . . ... .. e

(please print and sign)

Please attach additional sheets if required.
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